Leadership coaching is a nearly $2 billion per year industry (International Coach Federation, 2012), and although many different theories and approaches to coaching exist, relatively little is known about the differential effectiveness of various coaching approaches. Grounded in theories germane to but that transcend coaching (e.g., social identity, information processing), this study explores the ways in which several factors influence a very proximal outcome of coaching-commitment to set goals. It was hypothesized that coaches can intentionally help their coachees attain a more helpful coaching schema; additionally, it was hypothesized that this schema influences information processing during the session, which in turn affects goal commitment. A laboratory study was conducted in which trained research associates conducted a 1-session coaching session with undergraduate students focused on improving conflict management skills. Key findings highlight the importance of the coaching schema for directing information processing and eliciting higher levels of goal commitment in coaching.
coaching work" (de Haan, Duckworth, Birch, & Jones, 2013) . Indeed, some have even gone so far as to call this question the "Holy Grail" of executive coaching research (de Haan & Duckworth, 2010) . McKenna and Davis (2009) looked to the counseling and therapy research, highlighting parallels between what has demonstrated effectiveness in those arenas and what would likely prove to be essential in coaching; however, empirical work has not yet fully validated these claims. Ultimately, a lack of quantitative research (de Haan et al., 2013; Feldman & Lankau, 2005) and competing theories pertaining to coaching effectiveness have complicated further exploration into these issues (Coutu & Kauffman, 2009; Grant, Curtayne, & Burton, 2009; Lowman, 2007; Mackie, 2007) . For example, executive coaching effectiveness is loosely defined, and may be operationalized in a number of ways such as improved interpersonal skills, decreased stress, and quicker e-mail response; as such, outcomes are nearly impossible to systematically assess across interventions (Mackie, 2007) . This is a major issue for executive coaching, because it is the systematic assessment of interventions that drives scientific and practical progress.
It will be difficult, if not impossible, to maximize the effectiveness of coaching on the whole, until coaching practices are more clearly explicated, based in theory, tested, agreed upon, and continually developed (Lowman, 2007; Mackie, 2007) . Researchers are beginning to develop models of coaching to do just this. Carey, Philippon, and Cummings (2011) recently reviewed an array of current coaching models, noting a few commonalities across approaches (e.g., the importance of trust) to coaching. However, they identified one major, common problem: a lack of consistent "measures to determine developmental progress and success" (p. 64). For example, even generalizable measures such as Goal Attainment Scaling (Spence, 2007) have not been widely adopted in the field. Because coaching tends to be very situation-specific (Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Turner & Goodrich, 2010) , a broad, highly generalizable, process-based framework of executive coaching would provide consistency to the science of coaching; it would also allow coaches and HR professionals to begin systematically assessing the effectiveness of different elements of coaching. Joo (2005) proposed a broad framework of coaching effectiveness that includes antecedents (e.g., coach and coachee characteristics), processes (e.g., coaching relationship), proximal outcomes (e.g., learning, behavioral change), and distal outcomes (e.g., increased success).
Accordingly, this research explores the effects that coaching behaviors (an antecedent) have on one specific coaching outcome (i.e., goal commitment), and the interpersonal and intrapersonal processes that mediate this relationship. As others have noted, personal and leadership development is largely dependent on increasing individuals' awareness of development opportunities (McCauley & Van Velsor, 2004) . Given the importance of awareness, this research approaches coaching from an information processing perspective (Brunswik, 1952; Evans, 2008) . Information processing theory and research are focused on the mechanisms that drive the ways in which individuals collect, perceive, store, encode, retrieve, and apply information (Järvinen & Poikela, 2001; Kolb, 1976) . One factor that research has shown to influence information processing is individuals' sense of interpersonal relations in a given situation (Forgas, 2001) , which social identity construction research (Ashforth, Rogers, & Corley, 2011; Derue & Ashford, 2010) suggests is an emergent phenomenon. The purpose of this study therefore is to better understand the explanatory mechanisms behind coachee change, with an emphasis on coachee information processing, and the ways in which the emergent coach-coachee relationship influences this information processing. In so doing, this study will serve to further our understanding of how and under what conditions coaching works.
Theoretical Background
A host of frameworks exist that explain how coaching should be done and how it operates-ranging from the psychodynamic (Kilburg, 1996 (Kilburg, , 2004 to the highly behavioral (Ducharme, 2004; Joo, 2005; Eldridge & Dembkowski, 2013) . Recently, Control Theory (Carver & Scheier, 1990; Gregory, Beck & Carr, 2011) has been proffered as a context-general framework for understanding coaching; though it is not explicitly framed as such, this is an information processing approach to understanding coaching. To briefly summarize, coachees hold information about themselves, and coaches provide information relevant to the coachee which s/he then considers (or ignores) and processes (or This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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not) to generate an action plan for personal and/or leadership development. The information provided by the coach could refer to the suggestion of an alternative perspective, the offering of an insight into the coachee's behavioral patterns, or even the asking of an open-ended question designed to trigger further coachee cognitive processing (Passmore, 2007) . Furthermore, this provided information carries with it an implicit attempt to influence the coachee toward realizing a possible behavioral change (Prochaska, Redding, & Evers, 2008; Weinstein, Sandman, & Blalock, 2008) . However, Control Theory would assume that coachees accept this influence attempt and are actively using the provided information to direct their self-regulation and goal setting efforts (Carver & Scheier, 1990; Gregory et al., 2011) . However, this may not always be the case. Especially in coaching, where the available information frequently comes in the form of a dissenting opinion (Ely et al., 2010) , this information must first be processed to determine whether or not it is relevant to inform behavioral changes. For this reason, Control Theory is insufficient to fully explain the coaching phenomenon. What is needed is a better understanding of the explanatory mechanisms behind coach influence and coachee information processing. A social information processing approach-derived by synthesizing Derue and Ashford's (2010) leadership identity model and Mugny, Butera, and Falomir-Pichastor's (2001) model of conflict and information sharing in judge-advisor systems-provides a better understanding of these mechanisms. To summarize the model (which is explicated in further detail subsequently), coaching is more effective when coachees feel responsible for and are cognitively invested in the outcomes of coaching; this responsibility and investment is in part attributable to the coachee's understanding of (or schema for) what constitutes ideal coach-coachee interactions. Finally, this schema for coaching emerges through dynamic social interactions between coach and coachee wherein the coachee gradually comes to understand the intended roles of both coach and coachee during coaching (see Figure 1 ). Derue and Ashford (2010) recently proposed a model of leader-follower dynamics grounded in the social identity literature that argues that the influence central to leadership is based on an iterative process of would-be leaders claiming a leadership role and others granting these would-be leaders the right to lead them. Leadership claims can be explicit (e.g., stating, "I am the leader of this group") or implicit (e.g., seeking out leadership roles); similarly, follower identities can be claimed either explicitly (e.g., stating, "Don't look at me, I'm just following his lead") or implicitly (e.g., avoiding leadership roles with greater responsibility). Identities can be claimed, but they must also be granted by the would-be follower. These granting behaviors may similarly be explicit (e.g., "I need you to tell me what to do here") or implicit (e.g., deferring a position of prominence in a meeting). Ultimately, this process of claiming and granting defines the leader-follower relationship. If a follower rejects a leaders' claim to leadership, it is no longer a leader-follower relationship. Similarly, if a follower begins to adopt a leader identity, the relationship with the former leader would be changed. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Coaching Identities and Schemas
Leadership Identity Theory (Derue & Ashford, 2010) also argues that the structuring of leader and follower identities are akin to leadership schemas (Hogg, 2001; Horowitz, 1989 Horowitz, , 1991 . These schemas dictate how individuals believe leader-follower relations should be structured (i.e., on a continuum from completely shared to completely hierarchical). These schemas, which are engrained over time, may also "shift among group members through a social construction process" (p. 628) wherein individuals reciprocally claim and grant either leadership or followership identities. Extending this to coaching, coachees may have an initial understanding of who they think is responsible for what in coaching, but this can change over time through reciprocal claiming and granting processes. Accordingly, it follows that at least in part, the coach's use of claiming and granting behaviors can serve to influence the coachee's schema for coach-coachee relations and responsibilities, or the coaching structure schema (CSS).
Coach behaviors such as introducing oneself as a coach, dressing professionally, acting with confidence, or emphasizing one's competence at coaching (Evetts, 2008; Roest & Rindfleisch, 2010) can be used to "claim" the influential role of "coach." Because claiming behaviors can be implicit or explicit, they may range in their degree of intentionality; ultimately, they are any behavior that the coach engages in that may solidify his or her position as a coach, as a source of trusted advice, guidance, instruction, or direction for the coachee. Competence-based trust (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995) -which is grounded in the trustor's (coachee's) perception of the trustee (coach) as someone having a degree of expertise or ability in a given domain-is often assumed because the coachee places the coach in the category of "expert" (Wildman et al., 2012) . But this expert category (or "coach" identity) can be further reinforced through claiming behaviors (Derue & Ashford, 2010 )-provided it is not diminished through identity-inconsistent behaviors such as faulty or seemingly useless advice (Ben-Naim, Bonnefon, Herzig, Leblois, & Lorini, 2013; Van Swol & Ludutsky, 2007) . Just as followers who more strongly accept others' leadership claims allow themselves to be influenced and guided by leaders, coachees who accept their coaches' claims to coach them will be more strongly influenced than those who reject these claims. The degree to which the coachee expects to be influenced by the coach (e.g., through guiding, leading, or instructing) is one part of the coachee's CSS. Coachees who expect their coaches to exert substantial influence on them throughout the coaching process can be said to have a more coach dependent, coach oriented, or "coach-centric" CSS. Coach claiming behaviors should have some positive association with a more coach-centric CSS.
Hypothesis 1a:
Coaches' use of coach-claiming behaviors will be associated with higher levels of coach-centrism in coachees' CSS.
Just as successful coach claiming behaviors will encourage coachees to see their coaches as being competent and an active player in the behavioral change process, effective coachee granting behaviors should strengthen coachees' perception that they themselves are an essential component to the coaching process. Coaching is predicated on the coachee's active participation in coaching (Naficy & Isabella, 2008; Peterson, 1996) . Coachee granting behaviors-intended to engage the coachee in the process-may be something as simple as explaining to the coachee that his or her participation is essential, or more clearly highlighting the roles the coachee should play in the coaching process. To this point, when individuals feel a higher level of specific self-efficacy for engaging in certain behaviors, they tend to be more engaged and participative when working with others-evidenced by increased information sharing, among other process variables (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002; Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007) . Accordingly, it is hypothesized that coaches can facilitate a coachee-centric CSS by engaging in coachee-granting behaviors.
Hypothesis 1b: Coaches' use of coachee-granting behaviors will be associated with higher levels of coachee-centrism in coachees' CSS.
Coaches may move coachees' CSS toward coach-centrism with coach-claiming behaviors, or toward coachee-centrism with coachee-granting behaviors. However, as others have mentioned (Baron & Morin, 2009; Jowett, Kanakoglou, & Passmore, 2012; Naficy & Isabella, 2008) , and as This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
is explicated in further detail later, a "whole" CSS is neither completely coach-nor coachee-centric. A more complete coachee CSS is one that emphasizes the responsibility of both the coach and coachee in eliciting the desired outcomes of coaching. How can coaches encourage this helpful CSS? By engaging in both coach-claiming and coachee-granting behaviors, coaches facilitate coachees' sense of a complementary coaching CSS. Coaches can leverage both claiming and granting behaviors, to say, "I, as the coach, am able and should have the right to coach you towards higher performance, and you, as the coachee, are able and must also actively contribute to this process."
Hypothesis 1c: Coaches' use of coachee-granting and coach-claiming behaviors will interact such that the simultaneous presence of both will be associated with coachees' CSS being stronger and more shared (i.e., less coach-or coachee-centric).
Coachee Information Processing
Effective coaching engagements are characterized not only by the coachee's willingness to hear, process, and act on what the coach has to say (Gregory et al., 2011) , but by active collaboration between the coach and coachee (Naficy & Isabella, 2008; O'Flaherty & Everson, 2005; Peterson & Hicks, 1996) . But how does this collaborative interaction emerge? As discussed above, coach claiming and granting behaviors can help shape a coachee's coaching identity and schema. A coachee with a coach-centric CSS will likely adopt a more passive approach to the coaching process, allowing the coach to do the majority of the influencing throughout the coaching process. Conversely, a coachee-centric CSS might yield a more adversarial mindset in coaching, with the coachee rejecting the coach's right to influence. Finally, a shared CSS should encourage coachees to not only accept and process information provided by the coach, but to actively engage in the process, providing ideas and appropriate push-back when necessary. These different structures of collaboration and information processing are discussed in Conflict Elaboration Theory (CET; Mugny et al., 2001) . Essentially, CET is a model of source/target information sharing and decision-making that takes into account the expertise and competence of both actors. It argues that when one individual (the "source") attempts to provide information or influence another (the "target"), the target experiences a degree of interpersonal threat (ranging from low to high). The level of threat experienced is partly influenced by the level of competence or expertise of both the source and the target. CET has been explained elsewhere (Buchs, Butera, Mugny, & Darnon, 2004; Mugny et al., 2001 ), but a brief summary is provided in Table 1 below. The relevance of CET to coaching is that varying levels of competence and threat will influence the ways in which coachees process information and interact with their coaches. Coach claiming and granting behaviors can be leveraged to help create these conditions and consequently influence coachee information processing.
What information is available to facilitate coachees' decision making and goal-setting efforts? In any given coaching relationship, coachees necessarily have three sources of information at their disposal: (a) information provided by the coach, (b) information privately held by the coachee, and (c) information generated by the coaching process (Hicks & Peterson, 1999; Järvinen & Poikela, 2001; Kolb, 1976; Kukenberger, Mathieu, & Ruddy, 2015; Prochaska et al., 2008) . These sources may be theoretically available to coachees, but as is argued below, their influence on coachees' decision-making and goal-setting is at least partially determined by their CSS. The degree to which coachees pay attention to coach-provided information will be dependent on their perception of the coach (Mugny et al., 2001 ). Research has found that when targets perceive advisors to be competent and accurate, they tend to be more influenced by the advice and information that advisors provide (Sniezek & Buckley, 1995; Savadori, Van Swol, & Sniezek, 2001; Yaniv & Kleinberger, 2000) . Based on CET, even if the coachee perceives the coach to be a competent source of information and advice, if s/he does not perceive him or herself as being essential to the coaching process, s/he will be less likely to actively engage in the coaching process (e.g., communicating, jointly setting goals, etc.). In this instance, the coachee will be more likely to passively or dependently receive the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. information provided by the coach (Mugny et al., 2001) . In other words, coachees who hold a strictly coach-centric CSS are relying on the coach to fulfill some kind of mentor or sage role-providing directive information and solutions.
Hypothesis 2a: When coachees hold a coach-centric CSS, they will engage in more passive, dependent processing, focusing more on information provided by the coach.
Directive, solution-oriented information is not the only source of information that coachees may process in a given coaching engagement. Coaches commonly ask insightful questions and provide dissenting opinions that assist the coachee in thinking more deeply on issues relevant to behavioral change and goal progress (De Dreu, Nijstad, & van Knippenberg, 2008; Passmore, 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2009) . Research has shown that dissenting opinions have been found to more strongly trigger cognitive processing than do consenting opinions (Savadori, Van Swol, & Sniezek, 2001; Van Swol & Ludutsky, 2007) . However, for these challenging questions and perspectives to "unlock" previously inaccessible information, they must be actively processed by the coachee (Sniezek & Buckley, 1995; Van Swol & Ludutsky, 2007) . Actively processing a question posed by the coach implies two things. First, it implies that the coachee acknowledges the importance of his or her active engagement in the coaching process (indicating some level of a coachee-centric CSS). Two, it assumes that the coachee sees the coach's question as being relevant and potentially helpful (again, indicating some level of a coach-centric CSS). Ultimately, coachees holding a shared CSS (i.e., recognizing the roles of both coach and coachee influence in coaching) should focus more on the questions asked by coaches and the insights generated from these questions. This phenomenon is loosely suggested in coaching research. Case studies and interviews suggest that coachees often experience "critical moments" of deep processing, insight, and sudden awareness when working with their coaches (de Haan, Bertie, Day, & Sills, 2010 . These moments often come as a result of intense interpersonal processes. In other words, coachees need to be open to the coach's role and contributions, but a critical, meaningful moment necessarily implies a more active role on the coachee's part.
Hypothesis 2b: When coachees hold a shared CSS, as opposed to another CSS, they will focus on and process more coaching questions and the insights generated from them.
Information Processing and Goal-Setting
Coachee commitment to goals set during coaching is one of the most important and foundational predictors of whether the nascent progress made in a coaching setting will actually transfer to the coachee's life and job environment (Kilburg, 2001; Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, & Alge, 1999) . Regarding tangible behavioral change, one of the first (most proximal) change-directed behaviors a coachee can take is the setting of and commitment to behavioral change goals (Lewis-Duarte, 2009; Prochaska et al., 2008; Weinstein et al., 2008) . While simply the act of goal-setting is unlikely to be a final outcome that organizations are interested in contracting for, because it represents a first step toward desirable behavioral change, goals and goal-setting behaviors may also be considered a meaningful outcome of a coaching engagement, especially during the beginning stages of executive coaching (Lewis-Duarte, 2009 ). This means that coaches should also be concerned with how to encourage coachee goal commitment.
Research and theory alike have suggested that individuals who process information more intensely during goal-setting tend to be more committed to and work harder to carry out their goals (Gollwitzer, Heckhausen, & Ratajczak, 1990; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Locke, 1996) . Other research in the health care industry has found that depth of cognitive processing typically mediates the relationship between various interventions and outcomes . Meyer, Becker, and Vandenberghe's (2004) integrative model of commitment and motivation also suggests that an individual's identification, value congruence, and involvement with a set goal (i.e., realizations that emerge from information processing) lead to high levels of goal commitment. The underlying theme of these theories and findings is that the more effort that individuals commit to provided information This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
when setting goals, the more committed they will be to the goals once they are set. On the basis of such evidence, it follows that coachees who process information more deeply during coaching sessions will report higher levels of commitment to the goals they set in coaching.
Hypothesis 3a: Depth of coachee information processing will be positively associated with initial commitment to self-set goals.
Though the depth of coachee information processing is undoubtedly important, the focus of coachee information processing is also important to coaching outcomes. Goal-setting theory and research suggest that a host of characteristics germane to volition and action, such as proactive personality (Joo & Lim, 2009 ), core self-evaluations (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005) , conscientiousness (Walker et al., 2010) , and specific self-efficacy (Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992) are essential drivers of goal commitment. If coachees are incorporating their own insights and information, this should be a more volitional experience for the coachee than if s/he were to just passively accept the coach's information as the primary driver of the goal-setting process; this enhanced volition leads to higher levels of commitment to set goals (Earley & Kanfer, 1985; Wright, 1992) . Conversely, if the goal-setting process is overly influenced by others, difficult goals may be attributed to the other person being unrealistic or out of touch, resulting in lower levels of goal commitment (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 1989) ; in other words, if the coachee's goal-setting process is too focused on coach-provided information, s/he will be less likely to report higher levels of commitment to goals. However, this is not to suggest that coachees who ignore their coaches will be highly committed to their set-goals. Research suggests that goal-relevant information-included that provided by the coach-is linked to greater self-efficacy and goal commitment (Earley, 1986) and can positively influence behavioral change efforts (Daamen, Staats, Wilke, & Engelen, 2001; Rimer & Kreuter, 2006) . Similarly, a host of research suggests that more clearly stated goals tend to result in higher levels of goal attainment and commitment for performance goals (Fuhrmann & Kuhl, 1998; Lozano & Stephens, 2010; Wright & Kacmar, 1994) and learning goals as well (Drach-Zahavy & Erez, 2002; Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & Latham, 2004) . So although the coachee's sense of control in setting his or her own goals is helpful in eliciting commitment, the goal specificity and clarity gained by a collaborative coaching process should lead to even higher levels of goal commitment.
Hypothesis 3b:
Coachees who focus on jointly constructed information will report higher levels of goal commitment.
Method Participants
Participants were 109 undergraduate students (56% female, mean age ϭ 19 years) from a large university in the southeastern United States. Participants signed up through the university's participant recruitment system, and they were awarded extra credit for participation in the study.
Procedure
Participants sat for a brief "coaching" session with trained research assistants who acted as coaches. Because of the highly complex nature of coaching, this was not intended to be a simulation of a real ongoing coaching relationship, but rather a simulation of the initial coaching session in which the intended outcome was to have the participant set a goal and develop a plan to achieve that goal. To control for any possible effects resulting from the focus of coaching (e.g., time management vs. delegation), the coaching session focused on improving coachees' skills in only one content domain-conflict management. Furthermore, to minimize variation in outcomes attributable to unquantifiable differences between coaches, all coaches followed a lightly scripted, outlined process (transposed onto PowerPoint slides and placed in the research associate's peripheral vision to help them follow the script while still appearing natural). Research assistants also followed a "converThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
sation ladder" (Megginson & Clutterbuck, 2005) to help build rapport with participants at the beginning of the simulation; the general structure of the sessions is described in further detail below. The coaching sessions lasted between one and one and a half hours. After completing the coaching session and responding to several questionnaire items, participants were thanked and debriefed regarding the nature of the study. All data were collected electronically through the online survey software, Qualtrics. The coaching simulation. As noted above, all coaching sessions were focused on improving participants' conflict management skills. Participants were informed before volunteering for the study that they would be receiving conflict management coaching, so there was at least some interest in coaching objectives. To make coaching objectives more attuned to the participant's needs (thereby better simulating a real coaching session), the conflict management coaching session allowed participants to select from one of four broad conflict management domains -clearly communicating, listening and clarifying, identifying and focusing, and validating the other person. These domains were adapted from a larger set of conflict management skills (Arellano & Markman, 1995) because they are decidedly more behavioral and controllable than other conflict management skills (e.g., controlling emotions, resisting escalation). In all conditions, the research assistant guided the participant through a very basic coaching simulation, consisting of a "personal scorecard" to allow participants to self-rate their conflict management skills, a tool designed to assess typical conflict styles, a series of questions to help participants clarify their goals, and the development of a brief, behavior-based action plan to improve conflict management skills. The personal scorecard technique was adapted from Rampersad (2009) . The conflict style tool was an adapted form of the Thomas Kilman Conflict Index, a commonly used tool in coaching and leadership development. A series of coaching questions were pulled from the existing coaching literature (Hicks & McCracken, 2010; International Coach Federation, 2010; Jones, 2012; Warner, 2013) and were also generated on the basis of existing motivation and goal-setting theories (Locke & Latham, 2002; Vroom, Porter, & Lawler, 2005) . These questions were intended to move participants through the GROW model, which is the most widely used method for structuring coaching sessions (Grant, 2011) . The GROW model is a way to structure coaching interventions to make sure that they are: goal-focused (G), grounded in reality (R), accounting for all options and obstacles to goal success (O), and driven by sufficient coachee motivation and will to succeed (W).
Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions, leveraging a 2 ϫ 2 factorial structure to explore the effects of claiming and granting behaviors on coaching outcomes. To more firmly establish causality, measurement periods were time separated so as to establish temporal precedence. The two manipulated independent variables were the presence or absence of coach claiming behaviors and coachee granting behaviors. Coach claiming behaviors refer to the actions coaches take to assert their identity as a coach, and coachee granting behaviors refer to coach actions impart a coachee identity onto the coachee (Derue & Ashford, 2010) . These behaviors were manipulated through a script which the coach/research associate read that reflects either the presence or absence of claiming and/or granting behaviors (see Appendix A).
Measures
Information processing. Participants were asked to report their cognitive experiences throughout the coaching session. To assess this, a measure was developed by synthesizing techniques from essay evaluation studies (Bower, Kemeny, Taylor, & Fahey, 2003; Pennebaker & Beall, 1986 ) as well as market research studies (Hammond, Fong, McDonald, Cameron, & Brown, 2003) . Essay evaluation studies assess cognitive effort and focus by asking participants to evaluate their own essays in terms of what they talked about and how deeply they thought about it (Bower et al., 2003; Pennebaker & Beall, 1986 ). In the market research studies (Hammond et al., 2003) , participants were asked how carefully they thought about different sources of information. By adapting and synthesizing these two measures, a measure was developed to assess information processing in a coaching situation; this measure taps the degree to which the coachee engages in independent (i.e., private cognitions), dependent (i.e., information provided by the coach), or This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
interdependent/joint processing (i.e., information from the collaborative coaching process; see Appendix B). Various analyses were conducted to determine the quality of the measure. Joint processing, (e.g., "Together, the coach and I come up with ideas on how to achieve my goals," "Sometimes, questions that the coach asks me make me think of something in a new light") refers to the degree to which the coachee thinks about content that is generated as a result of dynamic interactions with the coach (␣ ϭ .72). Independent processing (e.g., "I am thinking about my own ideas on how to achieve my goals") refers to the degree to which the coachee thinks privately (without engaging the coach) about things relating to coaching (␣ ϭ .67). Dependent processing (e.g., "I accept the coach's ideas on how to achieve my goals without questioning them") refers to the degree to which the coachee thinks about content directly provided by the coach (␣ ϭ .60). Four generic information processing items were worded negatively and referred to a general lack of interest or disengagement in the coaching process (e.g., "I am not putting much thought into this session"); this scale had acceptable reliability levels, ␣ ϭ .74. To assess construct validity, these subscales were correlated with a conceptually similar measure of interaction involvement (Cegala, 1981) . Interaction involvement is a measure of an individual's social focus or "perceptiveness" (i.e., self, other), as well as their level of overall engagement or "attentiveness." As expected, joint processing correlated with self-perceptiveness (r ϭ .42, p Ͻ .001), other-perceptiveness (r ϭ .30, p Ͻ .01), and attentiveness (r ϭ .42, p Ͻ .001). Dependent processing correlated with other-perceptiveness (r ϭ .23, p Ͻ .05) and attentiveness (r ϭ .19, p Ͻ .05), but not self-perceptiveness (r ϭ .17, ns). Disengagement was correlated with attentiveness (r ϭ Ϫ.62, p Ͻ .001), self-perceptiveness (r ϭ Ϫ.41, p Ͻ .001), and other-perceptiveness (r ϭ Ϫ.27, p Ͻ .001). Independent processing was not correlated with any of the interaction involvement subscales, though this is to be expected, as independent processing items were about internal cognitions, whereas interaction involvement measures are more about processing of interpersonal information. Confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted to assess the fit of a three factor model of information processing (disengagement was excluded as it does not assess attentional focus). Analyses indicated good model fit (CMIN/DF ϭ 1.46, GFI ϭ .903, CFI ϭ .92, RMSEA ϭ .07).
Coaching structure schemas. To assess coachees' CSS, a 16-item measure of this construct was developed by combining a variation of Morgeson, DeRue, and Karam's (2010) Mclean, Yang, Kuo, Tolbert, and Larkin's (2005) measure because the latter formed an insufficient representation of coaching behaviors (on the basis of literature review and interviews with practicing executive coaches). The items selected from Morgeson, DeRue, and Karam's (2010) measures, though developed in the context of functional leadership, were selected on the basis of their conceptual overlap with behaviors and processes that typically occur in a coaching engagement (e.g., setting goals, asking questions). Participants were then asked to what extent coaches and coachees are responsible for engaging in each of the presented behaviors (thus making it a 32 item measure in total). Presenting items in this fashion allowed participants to indicate low but shared ratings (e.g., both coach and coachee are rated low), high and shared, or divergent ratings of coach-and coachee-centrism within their CSS. Using a common stem of "How much should you/the coach," sample items of the CSS measure include, "open up about personal feelings," "ensure that you sustain your motivation," and "establish the purpose of the overall coaching relationship." Items were rated on a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from none to a lot. See Appendix C for more information.
Reliability analyses indicated excellent internal consistency-overall coachee CSS ␣ ϭ .89, coach CSS ␣ ϭ .94. Because the items covered a broad range of possible coaching behaviors or interactions, ranging from personal vulnerability to goal identification to providing accountability, exploratory factor analyses were conducted on both the coach and coachee items. Three subscales emerged that were consistent across both coach-and coachee-relevant CSS items: openness, direction, and monitoring. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
␣ coach ϭ .95). The direction subscale consisted of four items, "make decisions about the focus of coaching," "come up with solutions to achieve coaching goals," "develop a clear direction for the coaching session," and "establish the purpose of the overall coaching relationship." (␣ coachee ϭ .88; ␣ coach ϭ .80). The monitoring subscale consisted of three items, "ensure that you sustain your motivation," "ensure that you are committed to coaching goals," "make sure that you learn something," and "make sure that you actually improve" (␣ coachee ϭ .85; ␣ coach ϭ .78). To assess convergent validity, CSS subscales were correlated with several conceptually related measures. The openness and monitoring subscales (both which are more psychologically, rather than behaviorally, oriented) of CSS coachee were correlated at r ϭ .29 and r ϭ .30 (p Ͻ .01) with psychological mindedness (discussed subsequently), while the direction subscale was not. As would be expected, monitoring and direction (CSS coach ) correlated with the "other perceptiveness" subscale of interaction involvement at r ϭ .28 (p Ͻ .01) and r ϭ .20 (p Ͻ .05), but not with "self-perceptiveness." Confirmatory factor analyses for CSS coachee indicated good model fit (CMIN/DF ϭ 1.41, GFI ϭ .922, CFI ϭ .97, RMSEA ϭ .06); for CSS coach model fit was acceptable (CMIN/DF ϭ 2.50, GFI ϭ .871, CFI ϭ .95, RMSEA ϭ .12). Dependent variables. Goal commitment, the main dependent variable in this study, was measured using a five-item scale of goal commitment. The original scale, developed by Hollenbeck, Williams, and Klein (1989) , was nine items long, but after significant research and criticism, it has been pared down to a more unidimensional five-item measure (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon, 2001 ). This measure of goal commitment is one of the most widely used measures of the construct available in the academic literature. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Reliability analyses indicated good internal consistency in this sample (␣ ϭ .82).
Other measures. Coaching researchers have suggested several individual difference variables that should be associated with coaching effectiveness (de Haan et al., 2013; Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Grant, 2007; McKenna & Davis, 2009) . One particularly interesting variable potentially relevant to coaching effectiveness is coachee psychological mindedness (Nyklícˇek & Denollet, 2009 ). According to Nyklícˇek and Denollet (2009) , psychological mindedness (PM) "refers to a person's interest and ability to be in touch with and reflect on his or her psychological states and processes" (p. 32). Participants higher in PM should benefit from coaching more than those low in PM, because they will be more intrinsically motivated by the coaching process, and will be more likely to enjoy reflecting on and processing information about their own psychological states and processes. Though PM was not manipulated or directly hypothesized about, it was measured as a possible statistical control. The 7-item PM "interest" subscale, the subscale used in all analyses in this study, demonstrated reliability of ␣ ϭ .72.
Data Collection and Analyses
All data were collected with online surveys, created in and distributed through Qualtrics. All data was analyzed with the SPSS 20 statistical software package. For several of the regression analysis, the Hayes (2012) PROCESS and MEDIATE syntax for SPSS were used to test for directionality and simple effects. This method produces equivalent results as a standard simultaneous hierarchical regression would in SPSS, but can automatically mean center products as well as integrate bootstrapping estimates. More importantly, it reports the effects of IVs on DVs at different levels of specified moderators and produces specific data points for plotting purposes, helpful in plotting simple effects.
Results

Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses consisted of calculations of means and standard deviations, checks for normality of distributions, and intercorrelation analyses (see Table 2 ). This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Hypothesis 1 -Claiming, Granting, and CSS
To test hypotheses regarding the effects of coach claiming and granting behaviors on coachee CSS, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess within-person differences in coach-and coachee-focused CSS. This allowed for a test of both the main effects of claiming and granting, as well as their interaction (i.e., the claiming and granting condition). This analysis also enables an accurate understanding of participants' CSS in relation to the coach and coachee (strength) and the closeness in strengths (sharedness). Repeated measures ANOVA tests for within-subjects effects using three paired CSS subscales found significant differences with the granting conditions, F(3, 102) ϭ 4.67, p Ͻ .01, partial 2 ϭ .12, but not with the claiming conditions, F(3, 102) ϭ 2.04, ns. The interaction between claiming and granting was also found not to be significant, F(3, 102) ϭ 0.62, ns. Specifically, univariate ANOVAs indicated that granting had a significant effect on coachees' ratings of direction behaviors, F(1, 104) ϭ 4.85, p Ͻ .05, but not on openness or monitoring behaviors. Interestingly, claiming seemed to have a marginally significant effect on coachees' ratings of openness behaviors, F(1, 104) ϭ 2.87, p Ͻ .10, but in the opposite direction from what was hypothesized (i.e., ratings of coach openness behaviors were lower in claiming conditions). Figures 2 through 4 illustrate CSS ratings for coach and coachee across the three This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
subscales; see Table 3 for more information. Accordingly, Hypothesis 1b (effects of granting on coachee CSS) was supported for direction behaviors, but not for openness or monitoring behaviors. Hypotheses 1a and 1c were not supported.
Hypothesis 2 -CSS and Information Processing
To test the effects of participants' CSS on the nature of their information processing, bivariate correlations between the CSS subscales and the four information processing subscales were conducted. In partial support of Hypothesis 2a, coach CSS monitoring ratings were significantly correlated with dependent processing, r ϭ .19, p Ͻ .05 (one-tailed); however, ratings for coach CSS directing and CSS openness were not significantly correlated with dependent processing. Supportive of Hypothesis 2b (the effects of shared CSS on joint processing), correlational analyses found significant relationships between five out of the six CSS subscales and joint processing (see Table 2 ). To further test these hypotheses, participants' ratings of joint information processing were regressed on to a model first controlling for psychological mindedness, which has shown to be connected to information processing, learning, and commitment (Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007; Grant, 2001) , and then entering the various subscales of coach-and coachee-centric CSS. Because no hypotheses were made about specific subscales within CSS (other than there being coach and coachee components), they were entered as a stepwise function. The model that emerged was significant, explaining more than 27% of the variance in joint information processing. Furthermore, as hypothesized, components of both coachee and coach CSS were retained in the model, with both being significant, ␤ ϭ .23, t(107) ϭ 2.72, p Ͻ .01, and ␤ ϭ .34, t(107) ϭ 4.12 p Ͻ .001, respectively This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
(see Table 4 ). This suggests that both coach-and coachee-centric CSS positively (and independently) contribute to participants' joint information processing. Interestingly, of the three CSS subscales, CSS directing emerged for both coach and coachee. Exploratory analyses were also run to test the direct and indirect effects of coach granting behaviors on information processing as mediated by CSS. Participant ratings of joint information processing were regressed onto a mediation model with granting as the independent variable, and coachee CSS directing as the mediator; the claiming condition (dummy coded), psychological mindedness, and coach CSS directing were also entered as covariates. The model was constructed as such because earlier analyses revealed claiming behaviors to have little effect on CSS, and because granting behaviors should only affect coachee CSS. The overall model was significant, F(5, 102) ϭ 9.76, p Ͻ .001, and explained more than 32% of the variance in joint processing. Additionally, the indirect effect of granting behaviors had a significant indirect effect on joint processing as mediated by coachee CSS directing (B ϭ .05, 95% LLCI .01, ULCI.14). Interestingly, claiming behaviors appeared to have a small positive direct effect on joint processing as well (see Table 5 ). This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Hypothesis 3 -Information Processing and Goal Commitment
To initially test the relationship between information processing and goal commitment, correlation analyses were conducted. Results provided initial support for hypothesis 3. Specifically, goal commitment was significantly correlated with joint processing, r ϭ .41, p Ͻ .001 and disengagement, r ϭ Ϫ.41, p Ͻ .001; however, it was not significantly correlated with independent (r ϭ .12, ns) or dependent processing (r ϭ .12, ns). To further test this hypothesis, multiple regression analyses were run, controlling for psychological mindedness, and the four factors of information processing were entered as a stepwise function, to see which would contribute the most predictive variance. Overall, the model accounted for nearly 28% of the variance in participants' goal commitment, with joint and independent processing, as well as disengagement, all contributing significantly to the model (see Table 6 ). In support of hypothesis 3, this suggests that different aspects of coachee information processing account for unique amounts of variance in coachee goal commitment.
Exploratory Analyses
Exploratory analyses were also conducted to better assess the effects of coach behavior on coachee goal commitment, as serially mediated first by CSS and second by information processing. Though these effects were not explicitly hypothesized, they theoretically follow from the subordinate hypotheses. Integrating the findings of the various regression analyses, a serial mediation model was tested, wherein the effects of granting behaviors on goal commitment would be mediated first by coachee CSS-directing and second by joint information processing. Furthermore, independent pro- This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
cessing and disengagement were included as covariates, as they were found to influence goal commitment beyond joint processing. This analysis was conducted using Model 6 of Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS. The overall model predicting commitment was significant, F(5, 103) ϭ 9.21, p Ͻ .001, R 2 ϭ .31, with the effects of granting behaviors being significantly mediated first through coachee CSS directing and then through joint information processing (B ϭ .03, LLCI .01, ULCI .08). See Table 7 for more information.
Discussion
This study simulated a conflict management coaching session in a laboratory setting and manipulated a specific behavior that coaches engage in-claiming and granting behaviors-to illustrate that subtle coaching techniques and interpersonal behaviors can influence various aspects of the coaching process. The methodology and research questions were grounded in a synthesized form of social information processing theory (Derue & Ashford, 2010; Mugny et al., 2001) , which ultimately posited that coaches can help frame and direct coachees' information processing efforts by engaging in identity construction behaviors (i.e., claiming and granting). By helping to cocreate the coachee's situational/relational identity within the coaching context, the coach in turn implicitly directs the coachee to engage in different kinds of information processing. Past research on behavioral change and motivation has suggested that the focus and depth of information processing are important predictors of behavioral change and goal commitment Gollwitzer et al., 1990; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Locke, 1996) . This research found several things with important implications for coaches, coaching researchers, and those looking to hire a coach.
Summary of Findings and Practical Implications
Identity construction behaviors. Some support was found for the hypothesis that coach claiming and granting behaviors would affect coachees' schemas for coaching, though granting behaviors seemed to be more effective. There was also initial support for a broader model wherein the effects of coaching behaviors (specifically coach granting behaviors) were transmitted through coachees' CSS and their information processing efforts. When coaches used granting behaviors, coachees tended to adopt a more coachee-centric CSS which in turn facilitated more information processing and goal commitment. This study represents the first empirical test that illustrates the This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
importance of identity construction behaviors in a coaching setting. From a practical standpoint, findings also seem to indicate that granting behaviors (and the ensuing coachee-centric CSS) have a slight edge over claiming behaviors in driving coachee commitment. This suggests that coaches should leverage granting behaviors-highlighting the coachee's role in the process, his or her need to think deeply, to come up with action plans, and to be willing to experiment with new behaviors-in effect placing the onus of responsibility for growth largely on the coachee. Additionally, these findings may indicate that more directive or didactic coaching styles (especially if they minimize the importance of the coachee) may be less effective in driving goal commitment or engagement. This is not to say that teaching and direction have no place in coaching, only that it will likely be more effective when paired with empowering "granting" behaviors. Coaching structure schemas. One of the first things to note about coachees' CSS is that there appears to be a relatively consistent division of labor across the three broad CSS subscales. Typically, monitoring and directing behaviors were ascribed more to the coach than the coacheeregardless of what claiming/granting condition the participant was in. Similarly, openness behaviors seemed to be attributed more to the domain of coachee responsibility. However, coachees who had a coachee-centric CSS for directing behaviors tended to report the highest levels of information processing and goal commitment. This illustrates the importance of making the coachee an active partner in the coaching process, and not just a passive recipient.
The nature of information processing. Coaching is a dynamic process that ideally should include inputs and efforts on the part of both coach and coachee. This duality means that multiple sources of information are available for the coachee to pull from, making it essential that measures be developed that can effectively assess what the coachee is focusing on during coaching. Results of this study suggest that not only is generic information processing or engagement important, but so are more specific elements of coachee information processing (e.g., joint, independent processing). This suggests that coachees need more than one source of information to focus on when generating action plans, and perhaps that coaches that can effectively engage multiple channels of information processing may be more effective.
Limitations of the Research
As with any study, this one is not without its limitations. Briefly, the limitations cover issues of reliability, content validity, and overall generalizability. Information processing scales for independent and dependent processing failed to reach alpha levels of .70. Though this is unfortunate, and hinders the study's ability to make strong inferences regarding the importance of information processing focus as a driver of goal commitment, it does not invalidate the findings that were derived. Coachees' CSS were significantly linked to joint processing and disengagement, and both of these variables contributed unique predictive variance to models predicting goal commitment. Furthermore, independent processing, which had near-acceptable reliability levels (␣ ϭ .67), also contributed variance when predicting goal commitment. Though this should be taken with a grain of salt, it is a promising and interesting finding that suggests that accounting for the focus of coachee information processing may add explanatory power to models of coaching effectiveness. Further research should explore and refine this measure.
Generalizability of the research is another limitation; this study explored a complex, individualized phenomenon which is typically targeted at executive-level leaders with a sample of undergraduate university students in a lab setting. However, the development of new and generalizable theories of coaching are essential for the science and practice of coaching to advance (Grant, 2007) , and controlled experimental studies are essential to provide initial validation for new theoretical developments (Driskell & Salas, 1992) . To conduct this initial research, only a small portion (goal-setting) of the larger phenomenon (coaching), was simulated. Future research might build off of these findings by surveying coaches and coachees in the field to assess their use of claiming and granting behaviors, and to determine the effect of real-world identity construction behaviors on information processing, goal commitment, and other key coaching outcomes. Furthermore, although goal commitment was measured as a proximal outcome, some research suggests that the relationship between broad goal commitment and specific intention to implement behavioral changes is often This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
quite weak (e.g., Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006; Lawton, Conner, & McEachan, 2009) . Future research might build on the importance and generalizability of this study by exploring the connections between CSS and goal striving (in a brief study like this one) or actual implementation (using a more longitudinal research design). Finally, we necessarily limited the scope of our research. As Joo (2005) notes, coaching includes antecedents from both coach and coachee, process variables, and both proximal and distal outcomes. The list of different behaviors and other psychological variables that could fall under each of these categories is nearly endless. We approached coaching from a more behavioral lens and so focused on the role that information processing plays in driving behavioral change. However, "coaching" is a broad field and an even broader term. This research might be expanded to determine whether CSS and information processing influence other coaching outcomes in the broader field of coaching, such as hopes, dreams, personal and professional vision, career paths, et cetera. Furthermore, other process variables which have already been demonstrated to be important, such as the coach-coachee relationship (Baron & Morin, 2009) , might be studied alongside information processing. Additionally, we limited the distal outcomes to changing conflict management behaviors; this was to limit confounding variables that might arise as a result of having different goal domains (e.g., different techniques, different difficulty level). This may mean there was some variation in participants' interest level coming in; however, the study was framed as "conflict management coaching," so participants can be assumed to have had at least a basic interest in the goal.
Theoretical Contributions and Future Research
Coaching is an individualized approach to leadership development (Ely et al., 2010; Feldman & Lankau, 2005 ) which pulls from a wide variety of practical and theoretical fields (Feldman & Lankau, 2005) . Although this contributes to the flexibility and appeal of coaching, it also makes evaluation and rigorous research of the how of coaching difficult. In this study, broad psychological theories and paradigms (i.e., identity and information processing theory) germane to many coaching approaches (e.g., cognitive-behavioral, Ducharme, 2004; psychodynamic, Kilburg, 2004) were leveraged to facilitate a broad understanding of the behaviors and intrapsychological processes essential to coaching outcomes. This illustrates the utility of a context-general theoretical foundation for guiding the development and testing of specific aspects of the coaching phenomenon.
This study also proposed that the coachee's understanding of role allocation and division of labor within the coaching relationship-the coaching structure schema-is an important explanatory construct within the coaching process. Initial support was found for these hypotheses, suggesting that future researchers incorporate measures of CSS in models predicting coaching effectiveness. Before this happens though, several avenues for research should take preeminence. Some CSS subscales seem to be more clearly in favor of one member of the coaching relationship over the other. This could mean that some items were clearer than others, that coachees were still unsure as to the appropriate division of labor, or simply that some behaviors seemed more appropriate to share evenly, regardless of the manipulation. Future research could explore a wider array of coaching behaviors. Furthermore, item analysis and IRT-driven research could develop a highly sensitive measure of coachee CSS. For example, direction behaviors tended to be ascribed more strongly to the coach than the coachee; coachees who report an even distribution of this coaching behavior between coach and coachee might be more accurately described as having a coachee-centric CSS than a truly shared CSS. By the same token, openness behaviors tended to be ascribed to the coachee. A coachee stating that the coach and coachee should share this responsibility might actually have an overall coach-centric CSS. Another potential way to improve the CSS measure would be to use geographic grids comprising two combined Likert scales. This could potentially better tap the notion of CSS, because participants would be simultaneously comparing coach and coachee contribution with various coaching behaviors, rather than rating them separately and potentially forgetting the initial reference point. Measure validation research grounded in item response theory and leveraging unique elicitation techniques could enable the development of brief adaptive tests that could effectively assess (and dynamically monitor) the nature of the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
coachee's CSS, enabling coaches to clarify (and reclarify if necessary) an appropriate and effective CSS. Another avenue for further CSS research would be to consider the role of time and the various different phases of a typical coaching relationship on the evolution of coachees' CSS. For example, while (broadly speaking) coaching engagements progress through a period of role clarification, goal identification, generation of action plans, work toward achieving goals, and continual monitoring of progress (Grant, 2011; Palmer, 2007; Passmore, 2007) , perhaps different CSS configurations are more or less effective at different phases in the process. A coach-centric CSS would be logical during the early phases of coaching, when the coachee may be less clear about the nature of coaching or when s/he is unaware of specific needs or methods to change (Palmer, 2007) . As the coachee progresses toward the end of the coaching contract, a more coachee-centric CSS should be increasingly important-if the goal of coaching is sustainable long-term behavioral change, then overreliance on the coach's help is contrary to this end. The notion of shifting leadership in teams is prevalent in the literature on shared leadership (Fuqua & Newman, 2005; Li, Wang, & Chen, 2008; Shamir, 1999) , and it would not be surprising to find it to be an important factor in coaching. Future research could explore the rate of this CSS shift as well; should the shift to a more coachee-centric CSS happen almost immediately, or is it more effective to gradually ease the coachee into this responsibility? This raises further questions related to coachee individual differences-perhaps some coachees are more ready to rapidly accept granting behaviors and take ownership of the coaching engagement while others are less likely to do so. This was demonstrated in part through the positive, significant correlations between coachee psychological mindedness and coachee-centric CSS. Other similar concepts, such as trait mindfulness (Baer, Smith, Hopkins, Krietemeyer, & Toney, 2006) and emotional intelligence (e.g., Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003) , might be explored in future research to see whether these relationships continue to hold. Research in this domain would ultimately allow coaches to tailor their techniques and processes to better fit the psychological profile of the coachee-potentially yielding a more effective and efficient coaching intervention.
Additionally, although it was noted that granting behaviors appear to have an edge over claiming behaviors in driving engagement and commitment, this observation also suggests future research. It may be that coachee-centric factors (e.g., coachee engagement, self-efficacy) are more important than coach-centric factors (e.g., credibility, trust in the coach); however, all of these variables were not assessed in the course of the study. Future research might explore a broader array of proximal outcomes (e.g., self-efficacy, trust, information processing) to better understand what mediates the relationship between coach behavior and coachee outcomes.
Finally, support was found for coachee information processing as a mediating variable between coach behaviors and coachee goal commitment. This is a theoretical contribution in itself, providing initial evidence for the utility of a process-based model that places the coaching relationship and coachee psychological processes as key mediating variables explaining the connection between coaching inputs and outcomes. One potential avenue for further research would be to explore whether there is a curvilinear relationship between depth of processing and goal commitment. Dalton and Spiller (2012) found that writing out goal implementation intentions (increasing depth of processing) led to increased goal commitment for participants writing about one goal, but not about multiple goals. Related to this, another avenue for research would be to explore how the amount of information provided by the coach during coaching might affect goal commitment and other outcomes, and how that effect may be mediated by the focus and depth of information processing. Research might also examine the coach's role as a form of external cognition (Rogers, 2004) , whereby the coach helps the coachee to more efficiently process information. Additionally, some support was found for a multifactor structure of coachee information processing, where the factors successfully contribute unique variance in predictive models of coachee goal commitment. Future researchers should continue to develop measures of information processing that account for focus of processing-not just depth. As these measures continue to be developed and refined, researchers should explore the ways in which different processing foci contribute to coaching effectiveness, and to facilitate the most effective modes of coachee information processing. Ad-vancement in this area will better enable coaches to monitor and adapt to subtle intrapsychological changes within their coachees, leading to a more dynamic and responsive coaching experience.
Granting Condition
Coaching is a process that facilitates behavioral change by encouraging you, the coachee, to think deeply and come up with creative and insightful solutions to improving your own behaviors. As you know the focus of today's coaching session is conflict management. During the first part of the session, you will think through a series of questions and identify a key conflict area that you would benefit from improving on. If you want to get something out of this session, you'll need to really get into this process and think deeply and creatively. During the second part of the session, you'll go through a goal-setting exercise that will help you think through your conflict management habits, and come up with realistic solutions to help you improve your conflict management skills.
I, _______________________, understand that coaching is a process largely centered around me, the coachee, and how I can come up a plan to improve my own conflict management behaviors. I understand that I must do two things today if I do not want today's session to be a waste of time. I must think deeply and creatively about conflict and conflict management so that I come up with practical and insightful solutions to my conflict management habits. If I do not do this, I understand that I will not get anything out of this session and it will have been a waste of time. I therefore commit to thinking deeply and creatively in today's session.
Claiming and Granting Condition
Coaching is a process that facilitates behavioral change, by allowing us to walk together through a coaching process. During this process, I will use a few different coaching techniques to provide you with insightful analysis of your conflict management behaviors, and you will be encouraged to think deeply and come up with creative and insightful solutions to improving your own behaviors. As you know, the focus of today's coaching session is conflict management. During the first part of the process, I will ask you a few questions, and based on your responses, we will be able to determine what key conflict area you would benefit most from improving on. If you want to get something out of this session, you'll need not only to listen carefully to the questions I ask, but to think deeply and provide thoughtful answers to these questions. After this, I will provide you with a goal-setting exercise which will help you think through your conflict management habits, and come up with realistic solutions to help you improve your conflict management skills I, _______________________, understand that coaching is a give-and-take process between myself and my coach, and how together we can come up a plan to improve my conflict management behaviors. I understand that I must do a few things today if I do not want today's session to be a waste of time. First, I must listen to what my coach says -both the information he provides me and the questions he asks me. Second -and just as importantly -I must think deeply and creatively so that together we can come up with practical and insightful solutions to my conflict management habits. If I do not do these things, I understand that I will not get anything out of this session and it will have been a waste of time. I therefore commit to listening to the information my coach provides and the questions he asks, and also thinking deeply and creatively in today's session.
(Appendices continue)
This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
